Feminist theory provides a rich source of insight into the power and limits of the law in molding social relations. The feminist critique touches every institution of human life, casting new light on the ways in which we experience ourselves and the world.' Zillah R. Eisenstein provides an eloquent contribution to feminist theory. 2 She contrasts feminism with the range of other contemporary American political thought-liberalism, conservatism, neoconservatism, the Old and New Right. She offers a trenchant critique of the contemporary revision of and reaction to the feminist challenge to a sexist society, analyzes recent developments in electoral politics as largely a response to the potentially radical implications of mainstream feminist claims, and articulates an affirmative vision of social relations that will interest anyone who cares about a better world, not just for women, but for people and families in general. The first half of this review examines Eisenstein's central points: her vision of feminism, her critique of contemporary revisions of feminism, and the complex relationships between feminism and other dominant political and economic ideologies. The second half of the review attempts to make the abstractions of these competing world views more concrete by applying them to one specific social problem-the care of the old.
important for feminists seeking to achieve both material and ideological change. 9 The claim that the law should treat women and men as individuals, not as members of a sexually determined class, necessarily denies that gender differences are natural or immutable. 1 0 Our concepts of gender, and particularly our ideas about motherhood and sexuality, cast man as strong, woman subservient; man as irresponsible for family care, woman as nurturant; man as sexually aggressive, and woman as victim, whether virgin or whore. In Simone de Beauvoir's classic words, "One is not born, but rather becomes, a woman." 1 1 Yet although feminism begins with the basic claim that these gender differences are not natural, and liberty and equality should extend to women, feminism has, Eisenstein argues, implications far more radical than simply extending liberal rights to women. The social construction of gender shapes not only our ideas about who we are, but the social and economic arrangements that determine the texture of our daily lives. Under the normal prevailing arrangements of market and family, the price a woman pays for the warmth, support and legitimacy of family is to subordinate her capacity to achieve and contribute in the public world to the nurturing needs of children, parents and men." 2 Further, because the structure of the law and the state differentiates between the public and private, the market and home, claims to liberty and equality have value only in this traditional male world of market and public life. The morality of motherhood is one of giving, connection and self-sacrifice, while the morality of the male world is one of achievement, autonomy and self-interest. 13 The prevailing social construction of gender means that normal economic relations systematically deny the worth of traditional women's work in the home and wage market.
14 Thus individual women's claims for formal equality in the traditional male world are radical because the working mother embodies the contradiction between the liberal promise of equality in public and market life and the reality that our liberal society depends upon the unpaid work performed by women in the home. But individual claims for formal equality alone are insufficient to achieve either liberty or equality. Within the context of socially constructed gender, rights of formal equality can only 9. Pp. 99-100. 10. Remember Rosa Parks? If not, see M.L. KING, STmIDE TOWARD FREEDOM (1958) . Betty Friedan, whose recent work Eisenstein describes and critiques, is another excellent case study of a woman who transcended her social condition. Pp. 189-200.
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12. P. 37. 13. P. 34. 14. For my discussion of these issues, see Law, Woman, Work, Welfare, and the Preservation of Patriarchy, 131 U. PA. L. REV. 1249 REV. , 1282 REV. -1335 REV. (1983 .
help the exceptional individual who, in some limited respect, transcends the pervasive constraints of social construction. Individual claims do not dismantle the social meaning of gender. Indeed, insofar as such claims aid women seeking access to traditional male roles on male terms, traditional female virtues are implicitly devalued further. 1 5 Recognizing formal rights to individual equality, without dismantling the institutional relations supporting the social construction of gender, can in fact exacerbate the vulnerability of women. 1 Eisenstein argues that liberalism, capitalism, and patriarchy are tightly interdependent. All assume a sharp division between altruism and competition, home and market, private and public, economy and state, passion and reason, women and men. If, as feminists claim, the distinctions between women and men are suspect, then perhaps so are the other distinctions. 1 To challenge gender inequality is to challenge the institutions it supports. As women enter the wage market and encounter sexual bias, including the expectation that they will continue to bear the responsibilities for home and children, they discover that our social arrangements cannot fulfill promises of individual equality without profound structural change.
Despite the limitations of formal liberal rights, struggles within the law are an important part of the process of challenging patriarchal privilege. They heighten the contradiction between the law's promise of neutrality and equality and the reality that liberalism and capitalism depend on patriarchy. Further, apart from its ideological function, the law also "structures choices, options, and so on, and in this sense has a real, material presence that at one and the same time mystifies other concrete relations of power."" 8 For example, the law determines whether abortion is prosecuted as a crime or protected as a constitutional right. Women's claim to 15 Combining the threads of these six analytic skeins, Eisenstein weaves two rich tapestries. In the first she criticizes other feminists who would cabin the radical implications of the forces they have helped to unleash by dropping one or another of the essential elements of the feminist challenge to patriarchy. In the second she analyzes the recent ascendence of New Right and neoconservative power in Washington, arguing that these developments confirm the power of the feminist challenge to patriarchy.
II. FEMINIST REVISIONISM
Sexual equality challenges the social meaning of gender and requires radical change in our legal and economic order. Radical change is both scary and difficult to achieve. Today, many feminists feel discouraged and overwhelmed by attempts to seize opportunities traditionally reserved for men while continuing to bear the responsibilities traditionally assigned to women. Some respond by blaming feminism for extending false promises. Others suggest revisions of core feminist claims.
Eisenstein identifies two major strains of feminist revisionism. The first claims, in various ways, that perceived sex-based differences are natural and inherent, rather than socially constructed. The second denies the radical nature of feminism by characterizing the challenge of sexual equality as a simple matter of individual claims to fair treatment and choice. Eisenstein helps us to evaluate these revisions, urging us to reject their flaws and to reaffirm our demand for meaningful equality.
Some feminists, observing that formal equality has failed to empower women and has implicitly devalued traditional women's work and lives, assert that women and men are naturally, essentially different, and that the feminist task should be to enhance traditional women's roles.
20 Al- though the reasons for this development are understandable, Eisenstein urges us to hold fast to the insight that gender differences are socially constructed. A feminist affirmation that women and men are naturally and essentially different seriously undercuts the individual claim to formal equality. But more important, blurring the differences between biology and culture disguises the economic and political constructs that give meaning to gender.
The impulse to affirm that some gender differences are natural is particularly strong in relation to motherhood and sexuality. Again, this is understandable. There is, of course, a material reality to the biological difference between the sexes in relation to reproduction. Yet the social construction of sexuality and motherhood are core mechanisms by which patriarchal culture attaches social meaning to gender. Adrienne Rich observes that "[t]he body has been made so problematic for women that it has often seemed easier to shrug it off and travel as a disembodied spirit.
' 21 Eisenstein simultaneously affirms that the biological capacity for reproduction distinguishes men from women, while seeking to dismantle oppressive constructions of the meaning of this difference. 22 She challenges us to develop a politics that neither denies biology nor uses it to justify prevailing social relations. Eisenstein argues that motherhood is political, as well as biological. She criticizes those-across the political spectrum-who claim that "mothering" comes naturally to women, as well as those, such as Betty Friedan, who treat motherhood solely as a matter of individual choice and underestimate the social arrangements that constrain choice. 23 Similarly, some feminists respond to the political and personal dangers of sexuality by rejecting the notion that feminism is concerned, in a central way, with sexuality. 24 Eisenstein critiques others who regard sexuality as critical to gender hierarchy, but who describe gender-based differ- 24. For example, Jean Elshtain "criticizes feminism for its supposed commitment to androgyny, its flight from feeling, its endless selfishness." P. 213 (footnote omitted).
In recent years Betty Friedan has argued against connecting feminist politics with gay liberation, saying, "it twists the focus to sexual politics . . .[I]t gets mixed up with the reaction against the female role, and threatens people who feel sex should be private and are mixed up about it themselves." B. FRIEDAN, supra note 23, at 319. ences in relation to sexuality as essential, biological differences between women and men. Andrea Dworkin, for example, says that "[t]he immutable self of the male boils down to an utterly unselfconscious parasitism," ' 2 5 and that "[tierror issues forth from the male, illuminates his essential nature and his basic purpose. "26 Women, by contrast, "are booty, along with gold and jewels and territory and raw materials. ' 27 Somewhat more subtly, Catharine MacKinnon claims that "male morality sees that which maintains its power as good, that which undermines or qualifies it or questions its absoluteness as evil, ' 28 and argues that "[w]omen and men are divided by gender, made into the sexes as we know them, by the social requirements of heterosexuality, which institutionalizes male sexual dominance and female sexual submission. If this is true, sexuality is the linchpin of gender inequality. '29 Eisenstein retorts: "[I]t is not helpful to set up a causal relation between sexuality and gender." 3 0 Both are constructed out of series of social relations that define the other's meanings. To assume that "there is such a thing as sex, or sexuality (in some natural-presocial-form)" avoids the true issue of how both sexuality and gender are constructed. 1 Authentic communication about sex is enormously difficult. Our understanding of sexuality-the social and individual influences on choice of sex object, sources of lust, and connections between passion and relationship-is breathtakingly primitive. The feminist and gay effort to explore, intellectually and experientially, the gendered social meaning attached to sexuality provides a weapon for those who would defend a status quo that is puritanical, as well as patriarchal. The second major form of feminist revisionism is the tendency to undercut the radical potential of feminism's challenge to patriarchy by asserting that women are capable of achieving liberty or equality one by one. This view characterizes women's claims for equality as matters of individual choice, without acknowledging, indeed, even denying, that "patriarchy, capitalism, and racism impose constraints on individual freedom." 3 For Feminists who embrace this individualistic approach share Jean Elshtain's belief that "equality of opportunity and equality of treatment are ultimately incompatible." 3 5 But those feminists who would limit women's demands to equality of opportunity do not recognize that so much must be remade to make opportunities really equal, including the very standards by which results are judged. Feminists, and the civil rights movement generally, challenge supposed meritocratic standards that are defined in white, male terms. We can applaud the notion that excellence, hard work and diligence deserve reward and recognition, yet condemn standards of distinction that systematically exclude women and people of color. We need a concept of equality that values nurturing and relationship, not as inherent differences between women and men, but as human strengths that have been devalued by being removed from the market and assigned to people removed from the market. To challenge allegedly neutral standards of quality for neglecting virtues of care and connection is not to deny the value of merit-based reward, but to use a richer concept of worth.
In sum, Eisenstein provides a powerful account of feminism, incorporating a traditional liberal respect for individual rights with an understanding that patriarchy denies equality, not simply on an individual basis, but systematically through the social construction of gender.
III. NEOPATRIARCHY
Eisenstein's analysis of New Right and neoconservative ideology helps us to understand that the fury of conservative reaction to feminism does not show we are on the wrong track or have "gone too far," but confirms the radical implications of women's basic claims for liberty and equality. There is broad support for these claims. If change at times seems slow in coming, it is not because of the strategic or intellectual failings of feminists, but because a powerful minority has mobilized energetically to preserve its privilege.
The New Right and neoconservatives have shared political power in Washington for several years. Their agenda is obviously complex. Eisenstein takes issue with progressive analysts who explain the Reagan Administration's assault on working people and the poor solely in class terms, 36 arguing that the Administration also seeks to restabilize patri- archy by making it more difficult for women and children to survive without a man. The New Right shares with feminism the understanding that the patriarchal family and prevailing economic structures are tightly related. Both understand that the paid labor market is structured on the assumption that workers, i.e. men, are supported by family, i.e. women, who meet their daily emotional and material needs, as well as care for the vulnerable young and old. Both perceive that the exponential increase in the number of married women and mothers in the wage market poses a profound threat to these basic arrangements.
Even people who consider it "natural" that women do the unpaid work in the home hold that in the marketplace "[p]eople are supposedly individuals, not members of a sexual class. Hard work is supposed to be rewarded. When the married woman enters the market, she embodies a contradiction. As a worker she is supposedly an individual, and as a married woman she is a member of a sexual class."1 3 7 As these women begin to recognize the sexual bias of the marketplace and continue to bear the responsibilities of housework and child care as well, they discover that society cannot deliver on its promise of equality or even equal rights for women.
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The New Right's response to this is contradictory. They affirm that equality of opportunity exists for anyone willing to work hard, yet at the same time they insist that men and women are naturally different. Some members of the New Right would reject norms of sex-based equality even in the marketplace. George Gilder, for example, argues that even though sex-based differences are natural and fundamental, social policy must reinforce them to preserve the traditional family. Men must be given preference in wage labor and public life to reinforce male dominance in the family and familial dependence upon them. The patriarchal family, moreover, is essential to curb men's natural tendencies toward aggression. 39 The New Right also rejects liberty of sexuality and sexual preference "as breeding sexual license and hedonism and a breakdown of the (heterosexual, monogamous) family life." '40 The New Right's economic program seeks, in part, to reconstruct the patriarchal family by alleviating the twin burdens of taxes and inflation, thereby freeing married women from the need to earn a "second" income. The New Right also shares with feminism a rejection of the liberal dichotomy between public and private spheres, with sexuality and family defined as "private" matters properly distinct from the "public" concerns of political life. In its place the New Right promotes a culturally and legally enforced ideal of the patriarchal family. But the feminist challenge to the public/private dichotomy is more complex. Feminists criticize the state's role in patriarchy, yet at the same time insist that collective responses are needed to protect vulnerable people and to organize the work that the patriarchal culture has traditionally assigned to women. Like feminism, the New Right is radically subversive to the modern liberal state because it "demystifies the place of sex and family life within the political order by challenging the private/public split on these issues."42 Neoconservatives share the New Right's distress at the feminist challenge to existing arrangements but are less willing to use direct state power to preserve the patriarchal family. Instead, neoconservatives seek to save liberalism from the "excesses" of equality and liberty.
43 "[T]he crisis of liberalism is not merely a political crisis, it is also a cultural problem. The individual, which is the root concern of liberalism, has begun to be hedonistically centered on himself, or more likely herself. . . [, representing] the troublesome extension of liberal individualism."" To save us from these excesses, neoconservatives would reject the changes in social arrangements that make liberty and equality possible. For example, neoconservatives would dismantle the social programs of the New Society, which, they argue, create unreasonable expectations and weaken the "mediating structures"-family, church and community-that stand between individual and state. 4 5 Neoconservatives ignore the fact that these mediating structures run on the voluntary labor of women. They condemn affirmative action, which they characterize as demanding equal results for people of unequal merit. Neoconservatives believe that a race in and of itself requires winners and losers, and "the problem is that everyone today claims the right to win.""" However, they do not recognize that the market and political system are structured to favor elite, white men, who have a team, i.e., the family and old boy network, in the pit to pass water and cheer them on. 42 In addition, many neoconservatives now affirm that gender differences are natural. 47 Midge Decter, for example, argues that women need heterosexual marriage, not solely for economic reasons, but to put "a lid on their freedom." 48 She explains, "[flor the middle-class woman her opportunities to participate in the world beyond household-to educate herself, limit her family, go to work, and to an unprecedented extent make her life-have left her in a sometimes nearly overwhelming state of uncertainty."49
The Reagan strategy, while causing enormous pain to millions of people, cannot reconstruct the patriarchal family. Too much has changed, both in the economy and in the aspirations of women and men. The neoconservative effort to preserve the patriarchal family confuses cause and effect. Neoconservatives assert that the welfare state has destroyed traditional family and wage labor relationships, when in fact profound changes in family and work have created both the need and the desire for dual wage-earning families and welfare state programs.
Jobs that allow a single wage-earner to support a patriarchal family are no longer available for most people due to structural changes in the labor force, principally the massive shift of jobs from unionized industrial work to nonunionized, low paid service and retail-trade work.
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"[M]ultinationals have shifted amortization funds overseas to the strategic handful of export platforms whose political regimes maintain a combination of literate skilled labour with low wages . . . .-Our society has become increasingly dichotomized between the wealthy and the poor. The middle class is vanishing. These changes in the economy prevent a return to the patriarchal home with daddy in the marketplace and mommy baking cookies for the kids and gramps, even were this return thought desirable.
Most people, however, do not see the patriarchal family as optimal. Certainly families, and particularly women, struggling with the dual burdens of maintaining a career and a family, understand the acute need to change prevailing arrangements. Today most women do not want a lifetime of unpaid work in the home and economic dependence on a man. Most women do not want this for themselves and certainly not for their 47 Consider-in very general terms-how the various ideologies Eisenstein describes can be employed to illuminate one concrete problem. The American population is getting old. Since 1900, the proportion of the population over 65 has grown from 4% to 11%; if present trends continue, 22%
of the population will be over 65 by 2050. 5 3 Assuming zero population growth, the proportion of older people in the non-working population will increase from approximately 25% in 1980 to about 40% by 2025.
5
" While care of the old is of course a timeless problem, our current demographic patterns presage an era when large numbers of older people will be dependent upon a younger generation that is relatively much smaller. In political terms, it is probably even more relevant that the Baby Boomers, the post World War II population cohort who have made waves as they have passed through various stages of life, will soon reach the age when disability and death of parents and contemporaries are increasingly common.
At any one time, about one third of all people over age 65 require some regular form of support services. 55 Older people experience great uncertainty and anxiety about their ability to obtain services if and when needed. The overwhelming majority of older people are women, with this percentage increasing with age. 58 The care of the old, like the care of the young, is performed by women. Our patriarchal culture has created in women a deeply internalized sense of personal responsibility to care for friends and families in times of need. This "feminine" virtue is both a tremendous strength and a burden. Women spend much time caring for elderly family members, friends and neighbors: giving personal care, shopping and running errands, maintain-
See B. EHRENREICH, THE HEARTS OF MEN: AMERICAN DREAMS AND THE FLIGHT FROM
COMMITMENT (1983). -14 (1985) . Feldblum's article, and Taub, supra note 55, detail excellent liberal feminist programs for providing nurturing care for old people. Both are utopian in assuming a political will to increase greatly the social resources devoted to work traditionally done by women "volunteers."
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Equality ing households and finances, coordinating and monitoring services from other sources, and filling in when other care arrangements break down. 57 In addition, women also constitute the vast majority of paid workers who care for the old, either at home or in institutions." In terms of pay and status, the work these women perform shares the bottom of the occupational hierarchy with the work of women who care for children. 59 "Caregivers" is a euphemism for women.
Providing care for old people is costly. Individuals bearing this responsibility do so at high personal cost, either financially or in terms of lost opportunities to do other forms of work. 0 Although we devote substantial public resources to care for the old," 1 services fall far short of need. 62 Both the New Right and the neoconservatives oppose public funding for programs supporting or supplementing family-based services, both because such programs undermine "voluntary" patriarchal structures and because they cost money, inescapably requiring either higher taxes or reductions in defense spending. They view the care of elderly people as the responsibility of family, church, and community organizations. For example, a 1980 House report on the needs of the aged decries the decrease in women's participation in voluntary community service, arguing that "a shift back to such a natural system as the voluntary sector is in order." 3 The report predicted that the "rate of increase in the proportion of women working outside the home . . . would slacken."" This prediction proved wrong. Women continue to need and seek paid work; the status and support for voluntary work have not increased. For reasons suggested above, neither the neoconservatives' wistful desire to reinvigorate the patriarchal family, nor the New Right's more aggressive program to do so, is likely to succeed.
As the economic gap between the rich and the poor grows, it is possible that those on the winning side of the widening gulf will have greater retirement income or more comprehensive employment-related insurance benefits for the custodial services they will need in old age. But private insurance benefits for such care are rare today, and are too costly ever to be widespread. 65 For the vast majority of us, particularly women, it is wholly unrealistic to expect that we will retire with sufficient income or insurance to purchase essential supportive services. In short, the New Right and neoconservative visions for the elderly are bleak for all but the very rich.
Contrast with these a variety of feminist visions for caring for the elderly in America. Feminists who embrace the value of differences between men and women would celebrate women's culture and morality of nurture and care.
6 6 Frail elderly women, and those wage workers and family members who care for them, are largely silent and invisible today. Giving voice to these women's stories through poetry, prose, movies, movements, news and networks is vitally important to enhance the individual and social appreciation of this traditional women's culture. 67 But, Eisenstein argues, glorification of a "private" world of love, care and nurture will not empower the women who live both in those private worlds and the public worlds of landlords, doctors, nursing homes, Medicaid and Medicare, which are in turn shaped by even larger forces of tax policy, public finance, the national and international flow of capital and labor and more.6 8
Other feminists who argue that women should be "free to choose" the work and roles traditionally reserved for men or for women 6 9 fail to appreciate the extent to which the world must be remade in order to make the choice real. That is not to say that liberal legal rights have no role to play in expanding choice. 7 0 Rights can increase women's access to tradi-tional male jobs that provide the compensation, insurance and retirement benefits that support a measure of security in old age. Legal rights could increase the value attached to nurturing work through Social Security for homemakers, more adequate welfare programs, support payments at the end of marriage that recognize the value of traditional women's work, and expanded public support for nurturing leaves from wage work.
1
But the content of legal rights that shape the options and choices available to us is determined through political struggle. Even the most fundamental negative rights, such as the right to speak or to control our bodies free from government constraint, acquire concrete meaning only as people act collectively to claim them. 72 And negative rights are more easily enforced than affirmative liberties . 7 Rights that do not impose direct dollar costs on a public budget are easier to protect than those that require public expenditures. 7 4 Also, however difficult it is to create and implement public entitlements to material support, a right to a check is more easily affectuated than a right to a caring and supportive human relationship. 75 Older people, and those who care for them, need material support. But social support for families traditionally has been available only after the "voluntary" services of family and friends are exhausted . 7 Powerful fiscal was financed by Medicaid. The case was litigated as a feminist claim to financial recognition of the contribution that the woman had made to the family through her lifetime. The court found, "to deprive women, and particularly women of petitioner's generation who, in many cases, were denied an equal opportunity to fulfill their potential in the employment market and are, therefore, dependent on their husbands for support, access to their husbands' pension and assets in their later years effectively sentences many of them to tremendous hardship and a complete disruption of their lives at a time when they are extremely vulnerable." 126 Misc. 2d at 702, 483 N.Y.S.2d at 934.
A coalition of feminists and advocates for the elderly persuaded the City of New York to abandon its effort to have the decision overturned, politically or in the courts. Conversation with Ellice Fatoullah, attorney for Rose Septuagenarian, Jan. 75. "Too frequently there is attributed to law and its agents a magical power-a power to do what is far beyond its means. . . . The law, so far as specific individual relationships are concerned, is a relatively crude instrument. It may be able to destroy human relationships; but it does not have the power to compel them to develop. It neither has the sensitivity nor the resources to maintain or supervise the ongoing day-to-day happenings between parent and child." J. GOLDSTEIN and human considerations support this traditional preference and argue for public services that bolster, rather than supplant, voluntary family based care.
All these factors demand collective action, both to generate the political support for the programs that would give content to "choice" for older people and to explore the borders between voluntary family-based services and their exhaustion. Feminist consciousness raising can serve both these functions.
Eisenstein characterizes consciousness raising as the methodology of feminism77 and recognizes that through it women develop a sense of collective power "in actual struggle against patriarchal privilege."
' 7 8 Feminist consciousness raising is a process of self-reflection and action that values women's personal experience and understands that experience as political. 79 It is "break[ing] out of. . . accustomed ways of responding to domination by acting as if [we] could change things." 0 Powerful forces deter active feminist consciousness raising. Women who bear the dual burden of family care and undervalued wage labor have too few hours in a day for sleep, much less for attending these sessions. Furthermore, patriarchal culture discourages feminist consciousness raising: In male dominated institutions, women are rewarded for being one of the boys and punished for seeking common cause and understanding with other women."' Yet widespread consciousness raising could ultimately lead to collective action aimed at changing these circumstances.
In the early 1970's consciousness raising played a critical role in the rise of feminism. Thousands of women-mostly young, white and middle class-achieved new understandings of their lives and our world. Work experiences in which they had been denied responsibility were now understood not as personal failures or bad luck but as examples of the pervasive assumption that men necessarily are better at certain jobs. Daily life provided material for urgent inquiry. Can women in traditionally male jobs express honest emotion without undermining our already fragile credibility? Can we build both commitment and adventure in loving relations? How can men be persuaded to share responsibility for childcare? For many women the consciousness raising experience inspired actions that changed the course of their lives.
Such groups were not the only, or perhaps even the most significant, forms of feminist consciousness raising. The thousands of women who, in the early 1970's, bore witness to the experience of illegal abortions engaged in a form of consciousness raising that radically transformed the law." 2 Women who join together to create a community of psychic and material support against rape and domestic violence are engaged in consciousness raising. 8 " In many businesses, unions and schools, women help each other to comprehend their situation in feminist terms and act pursuant to that understanding.
Both older women and the women who care for them, in families and the wage market, require consciousness raising to generate courage and energy to demand needed social support services. The patriarchal vision that the family (i.e., women) cares for the old hinders the development of social responses to the needs of the elderly and disabled, just as it hinders the development of social supports for the care of children. Younger women need consciousness raising to sort out the difference between affirmative desire to help and burdens imposed by a gendered culture and enforced by resentment and guilt. If younger women, raised in an era of sexual liberation, need consciousness raising to figure out what we really want to do with that liberty, then surely a similar process is essential to empower older women to understand their needs for affection, human warmth, and sexuality and to explore how those needs can be met.
Exploring the social meaning of gender, analytically and experientially, is hard work. As social beings, our identities, needs, responsibilities, feelings, pains and pleasures do not spring fully formed from some internal, individual core; rather, they are shaped by social relationships. As feminists we need to struggle openly with these issues. We need to talk with There are many other forms of consciousness raising that are not explicitly feminist. For example, welfare recipients exploring together the personal and political causes of their problems and acting together on the conviction that their children deserve shoes and coats are engaged in a form of consciousness raising. See G. WEST, THE NATIONAL WELFARE RIGHTS MOVEMENT (1982) . The civil rights and black power movements concerned not only legal change, but also liberation and consciousness raising-understanding the connections between the personal and political, experiencing less racist ways of being white or black.
others who share both a basic commitment to the worth of women and the experiences that are common to women. We need consciousness raising because we live in a culture in which great meaning is attached to gender. Such sharing produces insight and builds community, which in turn generates energy and courage for transformative change.
Zillah Eisenstein provides us with a strong statement of the theory of feminism. Analysis is important, but more is needed to move us from theory to action to power. Through mechanisms such as consciousness raising, Eisenstein's theoretical framework can provide the foundation for great social progress toward sexual equality.
